
INDIVIDUALS
IND23 – Ben Polasek

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment CO9-1 regarding agricultural land 
restoration. 

IND23-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND23 – Ben Polasek (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding eminent domain. IND23-2

As discussed in section 4.8.4, impacts on agricultural land, 
including crop productivity, would be short-term and temporary.  
With implementation of Rover’s CMPs and our 
recommendations, we conclude that agricultural land impacts 
would be short-term and temporary. 

IND23-3

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding eminent domain. IND23-4

T-553
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND23 – Ben Polasek (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment CO9-3 regarding property values.IND23-5

See the response to comment CO9-2 regarding drain tiles.IND23-6
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INDIVIDUALS
IND23 – Ben Polasek (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment CO19-27 regarding the 
Commission’s review process.

IND23-7

See the response to comment CO14-3 regarding drain tiles.IND23-8

As discussed in section 4.8.4.1, Rover would adhere to its AIMPs 
in Ohio and Michigan.  The AIMPs state that the chief inspector, 
EI, and AI will determine when construction should not proceed 
in a given area due to wet weather conditions. 

IND23-9

See the response to comment CO9-1 regarding agricultural land 
monitoring post-construction.

IND23-10

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding landowner 
agreements and eminent domain.

IND23-11

The commentor’s statement regarding the FERC is noted.IND23-12
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INDIVIDUALS
IND23 – Ben Polasek (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND23 – Ben Polasek (cont’d)

Individuals Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND23 – Ben Polasek (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND23 – Ben Polasek (cont’d)

Individuals Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND23 – Ben Polasek (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND23 – Ben Polasek (cont’d)

Individuals Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND24 – Sherry and Carl Miller

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding Project need.IND24-1

Section 4.12.4 of the EIS addresses terrorism.IND24-2

The commentor’s statement that no amount of compensation 
would be sufficient is noted.

IND24-3

See the response to comment CO9-3 regarding property values, 
mortgages, and insurance. 

IND24-4

See the response to LA3-1 regarding pipeline safety.  Section 
4.12.1 of the EIS also explains that the DOT regulations require 
Rover to establish an emergency plan, which includes procedures 
for making personnel, equipment, tools, and materials available 
at the scene of an emergency.

IND24-5
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INDIVIDUALS
IND24 – Sherry and Carl Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment IND6-3 regarding assessment of 
reroute on this parcel. 

IND24-6

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding mines within 
0.25 mile of the Project. 

IND24-7

See the response to comment IND6-9 regarding flooding.  All 
PEM and PSS wetlands impacted by the Project would be 
allowed to revert to pre-construction conditions once construction 
is complete. 

IND24-8

See the response to comment IND6-10 regarding gas wells.IND24-9
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INDIVIDUALS
IND24 – Sherry and Carl Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment CO16-4 regarding water wells 
within 150 feet of the Project. 

IND24-10

As stated in sections 4.6.1.3 and 4.13.6.4, displaced wildlife 
would be expected to seek refuge in adjacent, undisturbed 
habitats and return to the disturbed area and adjacent, undisturbed 
habitats after completion of construction.  However, we do 
recognize that some species may never recolonize the right-of-
way to pre-construction levels.  The effect of workspace clearing 
on forest-dwelling wildlife species would be greater than on open 
habitat wildlife species since forested lands could take decades to 
return to pre-construction condition in areas used for temporary 
workspace, and would be permanently prevented from re-
establishing on the permanent right-of-way.  This may result in 
the cumulative loss of individuals of small mammal species, 
amphibians, reptiles, nesting birds, and non-mobile species.  
However, we expect that any projects constructed in the area 
would be required to restore some vegetation cover to the 
disturbed areas unless they are covered by buildings or 
impervious surfaces.  Once the area is restored, some wildlife 
displaced during construction of any of the Projects would return 
to the newly disturbed area and adjacent, undisturbed habitats 
after completion of construction.  Additionally, given the amount 
of forested land that would be cleared for the Project, we are 
recommending that Rover work with the FWS to develop 
mitigation measures for forested habitat loss.

IND24-11

The commentor’s statement has been noted. IND24-12

Appendix T
T-564



INDIVIDUALS
IND24 – Sherry and Carl Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND24 – Sherry and Carl Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND24 – Sherry and Carl Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND24 – Sherry and Carl Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND25 – Chris Pereida

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s support for the Project is noted.IND25-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND26 – Tara Preston

Individuals Comments

Section 4.6.1.3 of the EIS discusses impacts on wildlife due to 
construction and operation of the Project. 

IND26-1

The commentor’s statement opposing the Project is noted.IND26-2

See the responses to comments LA3-1 and IND22-5 regarding 
pipeline safety.

IND26-3

The commentor’s statement requesting the Commission to deny 
the Project is noted.

IND26-4
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INDIVIDUALS
IND27 – Clarence and Linda Hornak

Individuals Comments

Appendix I has been updated to acknowledge that the 
landowners’ concerns have been addressed.

IND27-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND28 – David Harrer

Individuals Comments

Rover would employ measures to decompact soils where 
necessary as described in section 4.2.5 of the EIS.  Rover would 
conduct compaction testing on undisturbed areas of the same soil 
type and conditions to approximate pre-construction conditions.  
See the response to comment CO9-1 regarding agricultural land 
monitoring post-construction.

IND28-1

Appendix T
T-572



INDIVIDUALS
IND29 – Roger E. Darrah and Glenn R Darrah

Individuals Comments

Appendix I and tables 3.4.3-1 and 3.4.3-3 include our updated 
analysis of the requested reroute.  Based on our analysis, we are 
recommending a reroute on this parcel. 

IND29-1

We have updated appendix I to more accurately report the 
percent of the pipeline that follows the existing right-of-way on 
the property. 

IND29-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND29 – Roger E. Darrah and Glenn R Darrah (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment IND29-1 regarding a reroute.IND29-3

The commentor’s statement regarding Rover’s reasons for not 
accepting a reroute are noted. 

IND29-4
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INDIVIDUALS
IND30 – Mark J. Hedges

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statement in support of the Project is noted. IND30-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND31 – John Dennis

Individuals Comments

The EIS appropriately describes the temporary, short-term, and 
permanent impacts associated with the Project.  See the response 
to comment CO9-1 regarding post-construction restoration and 
monitoring.  See the response to CO9-2 regarding drain tiles. 

IND31-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND32 – Trevor Hudson

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding the need for natural gas is 
noted. 

IND32-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND33 – Michael Louden

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statement disputing the need for another 
pipeline on the property is noted. 

IND33-1

See the response to comment CO9-2 regarding restoration of 
agricultural land.

IND33-2

As discussed in sections 4.8.1.5 and 4.8.7.4 of the EIS, some of 
the proposed access roads would require improvements, 
including the addition of gravel or culverts and the removal or 
clearing of trees in order to accommodate the movement of 
equipment and materials to the construction right-of-way (see 
appendix E).  As stated in section 4.9.4.1 of the EIS, Rover 
would repair any roads damaged by the pipeline Project.  This 
also includes temporary and permanent access roads.

IND33-3

The commentor’s statement regarding discussions with Rover’s 
land agents is noted.

IND33-4
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INDIVIDUALS
IND34 – Matthew W. Turner

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statement in support of the Project is noted. IND34-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND35 – Terrance Rybak

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statement opposing pipelines through 
residential neighborhoods is noted.

IND35-1

As discussed in section 2.2.1.1, approximately 24 percent of 
Rover’s pipeline rights-of-way would be collocated or adjacent to 
existing pipeline, roadway, railway, and/or utility rights-of-way. 

IND35-2

The commentor’s statements about Enbridge Energy are noted.  
Any project proposed by Enbridge Energy is not the subject of 
this EIS.

IND35-3

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND35 – Terrance Rybak (cont’d)

Individuals Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND35 – Terrance Rybak (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND36 – Todd Chapman

Individuals Comments

Based on route adjustments submitted by Rover in June 2015, 
Rover’s proposed pipeline route would not cross the 
commentor’s parcel (MI-LI-004.500).  However, in section 
3.4.1.3 of the EIS, we are recommending that Rover adopt the 
Market Segment Alternative Section 2, which would route the 
pipeline onto the commentor’s parcel.  Based on our analysis of 
the recommended route (see table 3.4.3-3), we are not 
recommending a reroute off of the commentor’s parcel.

IND36-1

The commentor’s statement regarding activities on the parcel is 
noted.

IND36-2

See the response to comment CO9-3 regarding property values.IND36-3

See the response to comment CO36-1 regarding a reroute on the 
property.

IND36-4
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INDIVIDUALS
IND37 – Terrence Lahr

Individuals Comments

Appendix I of the draft EIS recommended that parcel OH-ST-
024.00 be reassessed for a route adjustment, workspace 
modification, or mitigation measures.  Rover assessed a reroute 
on the property and determined that it was not feasible.  We have 
also assessed the potential for a reroute on the property and our 
conclusions are included in table 3.4.3-3 of the EIS.  Based on 
our analysis, we are recommending a reroute on this parcel.  
Rover has stated that it would coordinate with the landowner to 
maintain access to the parcel during construction and ensure that 
operation of the Project would not impair the landowner’s access 
to the parcel through the use of the road currently in place.  See 
the response to comment CO19-39 regarding lost use of the site. 

IND37-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND38 – Shylo Bittinger Carmody

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment CO9-3 regarding property values.IND38-1

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding landowner 
agreements and eminent domain.

IND38-2

See the responses to comments LA3-1 and IND22-5 regarding 
pipeline safety.

IND38-3

See the response to comment CO9-3 regarding property values, 
mortgages, and insurance.

IND38-4

The commentor’s statement regarding bullying is noted.IND38-5

The commentor’s statement regarding the future use of the 
property is noted.  See the response to comment CO19-39 
regarding lost use of the site. 

IND38-6

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding eminent domain.IND38-7
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INDIVIDUALS
IND38 – Shylo Bittinger Carmody (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND39 – Frank C. Hankins

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statement in support of the Project is noted.IND39-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND40 – Cynthia Keenan

Individuals Comments

See the responses to comments LA3-1 and IND22-5 regarding 
pipeline safety.

IND40-1

See the response to comment CO9-3 regarding property values, 
mortgages, and insurance.

IND40-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND41 – Mark Eagleson

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statement in support of the Project is noted.IND41-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND42 – David Fashbaugh

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statement in support of the Project is noted.IND42-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND43 – Sherry and Carl Miller

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment IND6-3 regarding a reroute on this 
parcel. 

IND43-1

The commentors’ statement regarding proximity to their 
residence is noted.  See the response to comment CO11-1 
regarding eminent domain.

IND43-2

See the response to comment IND6-3 regarding a reroute on this 
parcel. 

IND43-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND43 – Sherry and Carl Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND43 – Sherry and Carl Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND44 – Frank Zaski

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding need for the 
Project.

IND44-1

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND44 – Frank Zaski (cont’d)

Individuals Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND44 – Frank Zaski (cont’d)

Individuals Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND45 – Joan Kaiser

Individuals Comments

Based on our recommendation in section 3.4.1.3 that Rover adopt 
Market Segment Alternative Section 2, the commentor’s parcel 
would no longer be crossed by the Project.

IND45-1

See the response to comment CO9-3 regarding property values. IND45-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND45 – Joan Kaiser (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statement regarding the location of other 
utilities is noted.

IND45-3

The commentor’s statement regarding Rover is noted.  See the 
response to comment CO11-1 regarding landowner negotiations.

IND45-4

We assume the commentor is referring to appendix I of the draft 
EIS.  The appendix includes a list of all landowners who had 
provided or requested an alternate route through their property 
prior to the issuance of the draft EIS.  Table 3.4.3-3 of the final 
EIS includes our analysis and conclusions for reroute requests 
that were received after the issuance of the draft EIS, including 
the commentor’s parcel MI-LI-001.000. 

IND45-5

As discussed in section 3.4.1.3 of the EIS, we are recommending 
that Rover adopt the Market Segment Alternative Section 2. 

IND45-6

See the response to comment IND45-1 and the analysis presented 
in table 3.4.3-3 of the EIS.

IND45-7
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INDIVIDUALS
IND46 – Patrick and Renee Weaver

Individuals Comments

The commentors’ statement regarding the family farm is noted. IND46-1

See the response to comment CO14-2 regarding compensation 
for crop loss.  See the response to comment CO9-3 regarding 
property values.  See the response to comment LA3-1 regarding 
pipeline safety.

IND46-2

As discussed in section 4.12, if a pipeline failure incident were to 
occur, Rover would repair and mitigate the area until it is 
returned to pre-incident conditions.  Additionally, Rover has 
indicated it would negotiate settlement with all impacted parties. 

IND46-3

See the response to comment IND46-3 regarding liability for 
pipeline incidences.

IND46-4

As discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS and in Rover’s Plans and 
Procedures, Rover would implement erosion control devices to 
minimize impacts on adjacent waterbodies due to erosion or 
runoff from the right-of-way.  Additionally, Rover would also 
follow its Procedures for all waterbody crossings, which would 
minimize the amount of sediment that would be washed 
downstream of the crossing site. 

IND46-5

See the response to comment CO9-3 regarding property values. IND46-6
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INDIVIDUALS
IND47 – Josh Staten

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statement in support of the Project is noted.IND47-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND48 – Robert Lesz

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding Project need.IND48-1

The commentor’s statement regarding the temporary nature of 
most Project-related jobs is noted.  Rover anticipates that half of 
its construction workforce would be contracted with local union 
and labor workers. 

IND48-2

Impacts on woodlands are discussed in sections 4.5 and 4.8, 
impacts on wetlands are discussed in section 4.4, and impacts on 
water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

IND48-3

The commentor’s statement regarding the purported lack of need 
for the Project is noted.  See the response to comment CO3-6 
regarding Project need.

IND48-4

According to U.S. Energy Information Administration’s (EIA) 
models, domestic natural gas consumption is expected to increase 
from 26.2 trillion cubic feet in 2013 to 29.7 trillion cubic feet in 
2040. 

IND48-5

As stated in section 1.1 of the EIS, the Rover Project would 
supply gas to markets in the Gulf Coast, Midwest, as well as to 
Canadian regions. 

IND48-6
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INDIVIDUALS
IND48 – Robert Lesz (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Construction of the Project would include multiple connections 
with other pipeline systems, which could include local 
distribution gas systems.  Local natural gas distribution 
companies would determine if there is sufficient demand for new 
local natural gas service and evaluate the feasibility of new 
infrastructure.

IND48-7

We assume the commentor is referring to the Pinckney 
Recreation Area.  Section 4.8.5.3 of the EIS discusses impacts on 
the Pinckney Recreation Area.  Given the potential impacts of the 
Project on the trails within the recreation area, we are requesting 
that Rover consult with MIDEQ regarding mitigation measures to 
minimize impacts on trail users. 

IND48-8

Section 4.8.5 discusses impacts on recreation and special use 
areas in the Project area. 

IND48-9

The commentor’s statement regarding tourism is noted.  Section 
4.9.3 of the EIS describes impacts on public services, including 
schools.

IND48-10
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INDIVIDUALS
IND48 – Robert Lesz (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s request that the Project be denied is noted. IND48-11
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INDIVIDUALS
IND49 – David Phillips

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statement in support of the Project is noted.IND49-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND50 – Michael

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statement in support of the Project is noted.IND50-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND51 – Carl D. Miller

Individuals Comments

See the responses to comments LA3-1 and IND24-5 regarding 
pipeline safety.  Section 4.12.2 of the EIS also notes that older 
pipelines and small diameter pipelines have a higher frequency of 
outside forces incidents because their location may be less well 
known and less well marked than newer lines, and are more 
easily crushed or broken by mechanical equipment or earth 
movements.

IND51-1

See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding Project need. IND51-2

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding eminent domain.IND51-3

See the response to comment IND48-6 regarding export of gas.  
See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding eminent domain.  
See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding Project need.

IND51-4

See the response to comment LA3-1 regarding pipeline safety.  
While the risk for an incident to occur is very low, and 
transportation of natural gas via pipeline is considered safe, the 
data presented in the EIS demonstrates that incidents can occur.  
Therefore, as described in section 4.12.1, DOT requires pipeline 
operators to establish an emergency plan which includes 
establishing and maintaining communications with local fire, 
police, and public officials, and coordinating emergency 
response.

IND51-5

The commentor’s request that the Project be denied is noted.IND51-6
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INDIVIDUALS
IND52 – William O’Reilly

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statement opposing the Project is noted.IND52-1

See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding Project need.  
Section 4.0 of the EIS provides our analysis of the environmental 
impacts of the Project. 

IND52-2

See the response to comment CO19-4 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.

IND52-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND53 – Ronald Kardos

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding eminent domain. IND53-1

The commentors’ statement that impacts from the Project are 
inconvenient to property owners is noted.

IND53-2

See the responses to comments CO20-14 and LA2-8 regarding 
impacts on soils.

IND53-3

See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding Project need. IND53-4
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INDIVIDUALS
IND54 – Catherine Roberts

Individuals Comments

A discussion of agricultural land can be found in section 4.8.4.1 
of the EIS.  A discussion of residences can be found in section 
4.8.3.1.  Additionally, all residences and structures that would be 
within 50 feet of the construction work area can be found in 
appendix P of the EIS.

IND54-1

The commentor’s statement regarding the construction right-of-
way’s location and proximity to residences along Reno Road is 
incorrect.  The closest residence along Reno Road would be 
about 575 feet away from the construction workspace and about 
710 feet from the pipeline centerline.  Additionally, neither the 
pipeline nor the construction workspace would be within the 
boundaries of Pleasant Lake.  Rover would be required to follow 
the measures outlined in its Plan and Procedures, as well as in its 
AIMPs, to limit impacts on waterbodies and drain tiles.

IND54-2

See the responses to comments LA3-1 and IND 22-5.  Section 
4.12.4 of the EIS addresses terrorism.

IND54-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND54 – Catherine Roberts (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

A discussion of property values can be found in section 4.9.5 of 
the EIS.  See also the response to comment CO14-4 regarding 
property values. 

IND54-4

Rover is not proposing to utilize the existing compressor station 
located along Pleasant Lake Road. 

IND54-5

Our analysis and conclusions regarding the requested reroute are 
provided in table 3.4.3-3 of the EIS. Based on our analysis, we 
determined that the proposed route is acceptable and we are not 
recommending a reroute through this parcel.

IND54-6

The commentor’s statement regarding Rover’s representatives is 
noted.

IND54-7

While no local distribution companies have expressed interest in 
accessing the natural gas from the Projects at this time that does 
not preclude future interest.  In addition, section 4.9 of the EIS 
provides a discussion of potential economic benefits associated 
with the Projects, including increased jobs, secondary spending, 
and tax revenues during construction, as well as increased 
property tax revenues to local governments during operations. 

IND54-8

The pipeline would only be permitted to transport natural gas, not 
tar sands oil.  See the response to comment IND51-4 regarding 
export to Canada.

IND54-9

The commentor’s opposition to bringing fracked gas from other 
states is noted.

IND54-10

The commentor’s statement regarding jobs and opposition to 
condemnation is noted.  See the response to comment CO11-1 
regarding eminent domain. 

IND54-11
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INDIVIDUALS
IND54 – Catherine Roberts (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment IND54-8 regarding local benefits, 
and see the response to comment CO3-6 regarding need.

IND54-12

The Commission makes the determination whether a project is in 
the public convenience and necessity.  This evaluation and 
subsequent decision is based on many factors, including the final 
EIS and associated recommendations, market analysis, ensuring 
just and reasonable rates, and engineering analyses.  The 
Commission considers the local, regional, and national benefits 
of each project against any adverse impacts.  This determination 
has not been made at this time, but the Commission will consider 
all available information including that submitted by 
commentors.

IND54-13

The commentor’s statements regarding renewable energy is 
noted.  A discussion of renewable energies is discussed in section 
3.1.1.2 of the EIS. 

IND54-14

The commentor’s statements regarding supporters of the Projects 
are noted. 

IND54-15

As discussed in section 1.1 of the EIS, the purpose of the Projects 
is to supply interstate natural gas pipelines and storage facilities 
in the Gulf Coast, Midwest, and Canadian regions.  See also the 
response to comment CO3-6 regarding need.

IND54-16
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INDIVIDUALS
IND54 – Catherine Roberts (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND54 – Catherine Roberts (cont’d)

Individuals Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND54 – Catherine Roberts (cont’d)

Individuals Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND55 – Darla Huddle

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment CO9-1 regarding crop productivity 
and monitoring. 

IND55-1

The commentor’s statement on the survey crew leaving cigarette 
butts on their property is noted.  We have recommended that 
Rover incorporate requirements into its plans and training 
materials about proper debris and trash disposal.

IND55-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND55 – Darla Huddle (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND55-3 See the response to comment IND55-1 regarding crop 
productivity.
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INDIVIDUALS
IND55 – Darla Huddle (cont’d)

Individuals Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND55 – Darla Huddle (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND55 – Darla Huddle (cont’d)

Individuals Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND55 – Darla Huddle (cont’d)

Individuals Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND56 – Daniel Parnell McCarter

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s opposition to the pipeline is noted.  Impacts on 
agricultural lands are discussed in section 4.8.4, water resources 
impacts are discussed in section 4.3, and impacts on residential 
areas are discussed in section 4.8.3.  See the response to 
comment LA3-1 regarding pipeline safety.

IND56-1

A discussion of impacts related to shale formation development, 
including the use of hydraulic fracturing, is located in section 
4.13.1 of the EIS, and our discussion of natural gas production is 
in section 4.13.2.  Shale formation development and natural gas 
production are not regulated by the FERC, but cumulative 
impacts related to the activities are considered in section 4.13 of 
the EIS as they relate to the Project. 

IND56-2

Greenhouse gases are discussed throughout section 4.11 of the 
EIS, and discussions of climate change are found in sections 
4.11.1.1 and 4.13.6.10.  For a discussion of the need for the 
Project see section 1.1 of the EIS and also see the response to 
comment CO3-6.

IND56-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND56 – Daniel Parnell McCarter (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND56-4 The commentor’s statement regarding Keystone is noted.  Also 
see the response to comment IND56-2 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing and earthquakes.
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INDIVIDUALS
IND57 – Frank Zaski

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment IND48-5 regarding projected future 
natural gas consumption. 

IND57-1

The FERC staff reviews applications for interstate natural gas 
pipeline projects in accordance with an applicant’s stated 
objective(s) in order to disclose the environmental impacts of a 
proposal to inform the decision makers and, in accordance with 
NEPA, evaluate reasonable alternatives to a project.  However, 
the FERC as a matter of policy and in accordance with the NGA 
and other governing regulations, does not direct the development 
of the gas industry’s infrastructure regionally or on a project-by-
project basis.  As such, the FERC staff’s evaluation of reasonable 
alternatives does not include setting project objectives, 
determining what an applicant’s objective “should” be, nor does 
it include redefining the objectives of a project.  This does not 
mean that the FERC staff cannot recommend a modification to a 
project or a different routing option; however, the FERC staff’s 
review is based on ensuring that any modifications or alternatives 
it recommends in the EIS would meet the applicant’s stated 
objective(s).  The Commissioners at the FERC ultimately have 
the authority to evaluate the merits of a project’s objective and 
either approve the proposal, with or without modification, or 
decide to not approve the project.  Alternative originating or 
delivery points that do not meet the project’s objectives would 
not be viable.  Should the Commission decide that a project is not 
in the public convenience and necessity, it would deny the project 
(in effect, selecting the No-Action alternative) versus designing 
or recommending a new project with different objectives.

IND57-2

See the response to comment CO3-3 regarding the financial 
stability of the applicants and associated shippers. 

IND57-3

According to the EIA, total consumption of natural gas within 
Michigan has risen each year from 2010 through 2014 (2015 data 
is not yet available).  As discussed in section 1.1 of the EIS, the 
purpose of the Projects is to supply interstate natural gas 
pipelines and storage facilities in the Gulf Coast, Midwest, and 
Canadian regions.  Therefore, natural gas consumption estimates 
outside of Michigan would be considered.  See the response to 
comment IND48-5 regarding projected future natural gas 
consumption. 

IND57-4
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INDIVIDUALS
IND57 – Frank Zaski (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding LNG export facilities and 
amount of natural gas in the United States are noted.  See the 
response to comment CO3-6 regarding need.

IND57-5

All of the alternatives discussed in section 3.0 were evaluated by 
FERC staff.  Pipelines have limits on the amount of natural gas 
that can be safely transported.  Many pipelines are at or near 
capacity and cannot accommodate substantial additional supplies 
of gas without additional construction of additional pipeline 
facilities. 

IND57-6

Section 3.4.1.2 of the EIS provided a discussion of collocating 
the Rover and Nexus pipelines.  In addition, section 4.13 of the 
EIS provided an analysis of the cumulative impacts of both 
projects. 

IND57-8

See the response to comment CO3-3 regarding the financial 
viability of the applicants.

IND57-7

FERC regulations do not permit applicants to construct facilities 
for which they do not have customers and have demonstrated 
need.  See also the response to comment IND16-5 regarding the 
price of natural gas. 

IND57-9
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INDIVIDUALS
IND57 – Frank Zaski (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment CO3-3 regarding the financial 
stability of the applicants and associated shippers. 

IND57-10

See the responses to comment IND57-4 regarding use and 
comment CO3-6 regarding need.

IND57-11

See the response to comment CO3-3 regarding the financial 
stability of the applicants and associated shippers. 

IND57-13

See the response to comment IND57-9 regarding need.IND57-12
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INDIVIDUALS
IND58 – Rob Lesz

Individuals Comments

The commenter’s statement is noted.IND58-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND59 – Mildred M. Hennessey

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment LA3-1 regarding safety.  Pipeline 
design, construction, testing, and operation requirements 
regarding safety are established by the DOT.  There are no 
setback distances from residences or structures established in 
these regulations.  However, DOT’s regulations require more 
stringent design and monitoring requirements for pipelines placed 
near residences or in populated areas.

IND59-1

See the response to comment CO14-5 regarding insurance.  Our 
recommendation further states that Rover should identify how it 
has mitigated impacts on insurance. 

IND59-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND59 – Mildred M. Hennessey (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding property values are noted.  
See the response to comment CO14-4 regarding property values.

IND59-3

The commentor incorrectly identifies the crossing method for 
County Road 56.  As stated in appendix H of the EIS, County 
Road 56 would be crossed using a bore, not an HDD.  Bore and 
HDD construction methods are described in section 2.3.2.2.  
Boring of the road would require extra workspaces on either side 
of the road; however, these would not be located on the 
commentor’s parcel.  Rover would also cross Township Road 
344/251, which crosses the commentor’s parcel.  This road would 
also be crossed using a bore and require an additional 0.05 acre 
of additional workspace within the landowner’s parcel.  
Geotechnical studies are not required for bores.  See the response 
to comment FA4-12 regarding erosion.  See the response to 
comment LA2-8 regarding soil compaction. 

IND59-4
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INDIVIDUALS
IND59 – Mildred M. Hennessey (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statement regarding the Projects is noted. IND59-5

T-629
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The commentor’s statements regarding the location of the 
proposed pipeline on his property are noted.  We have evaluated 
the commentor’s requested alternative for the pipeline route on 
this parcel.  Our analysis and conclusion is included in table 
3.4.3-3 of the EIS.  Based on our analysis, we determined that the 
proposed route is acceptable and we are not recommending a 
reroute through this parcel.  However, we are recommending that 
Rover adopt additional mitigation measures for the parcel to 
ensure that the commentor’s horses would have access to their 
barn and water.

INDIVIDUALS
IND60 – Rocco Zagari

Individuals Comments

IND60-1

Section 2.4 of the EIS provides an estimated construction 
schedule for the Projects.

IND60-2

The commentor’s statement that the property would be cut in half 
is noted.  Our analysis and conclusions regarding the requested 
reroute are provided in table 3.4.3-3 of the EIS.

IND60-3

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding eminent domain.IND60-4

See the response to comment IND60-3 regarding the 
commentor’s requested alternative crossing.

IND60-5
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The commentor’s opposition to the Project is noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND61 – Anna Hansen

Individuals Comments

IND61-1

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding eminent domain.IND61-2

See the response to comment IND55-1 regarding impacts on 
agricultural lands.

IND61-3

See the response to IND54-8 regarding benefits of the Projects.IND61-4

The commentor’s statements regarding renewable energy are 
noted.  A discussion of renewable energies is presented in section 
3.1.1.2 of the EIS.

IND61-5
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The commentors’ statements regarding the Projects are noted.  
Permanent and long-term impacts on vegetation are disclosed in 
section 4.5 of the EIS.  As noted in table 4.8.1-1, of the vegetated 
areas that would be disturbed during construction about 40 
percent would be permanently affected.

INDIVIDUALS
IND62 – James and Patricia Walter

Individuals Comments

IND62-1

The commentors’ statements regarding our analysis of impacts 
on property values are noted.  However, as discussed in section 
4.9.5 of the EIS, based on our review of numerous studies, there 
is no conclusive evidence that indicates that the presence of a 
pipeline significantly impacts the value of a property.

IND62-2

The commentors’ statement regarding the temporary nature of 
most Project-related jobs is noted.

IND62-4

See the response to comment IND48-7 regarding recreation.  The 
commentors’ statement regarding tree clearing is noted.  As 
stated in sections 4.6.1.3 and 4.13.6.4 of the EIS, displaced 
wildlife would be expected seek refuge in adjacent, undisturbed 
habitats and return to the disturbed area and adjacent, undisturbed 
habitats after completion of construction.

IND62-5

The commentors’ statement has been noted.IND62-6

See the response to comment LA3-1 regarding pipeline safety.IND62-3
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See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding need.  See the 
response to comment IND54-8 regarding benefits of the Projects.

INDIVIDUALS
IND63 – David Blough

Individuals Comments

IND63-1

See the response to comment CO3-3 regarding the financial 
stability of the applicants and associated shippers.  See the 
response to comment IND48-5 regarding projected future natural 
gas consumption.

IND63-2

The commentor’s statements regarding our analysis of impacts 
on property values are noted.  However, as discussed in section 
4.9.5 of the EIS, based on our review of numerous studies, there 
is no conclusive evidence that indicates that the presence of a 
pipeline significantly impacts the value of a property.

IND63-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND63 – David Blough (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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The commentor’s statement regarding a recent landslide on his 
parcel along the proposed path of the pipeline is noted.  After the 
draft EIS, Rover filed updated geohazard studies, including a 
study on landslide susceptibility along the pipeline route.  
Sections 4.1.3.4 and 4.1.5 of the EIS have been updated to 
include information from the study and associated mitigation 
measures.

INDIVIDUALS
IND64 – Henry Roth

Individuals Comments

IND64-1

T-635
Appendix T



The commentor’s opposition to the proposed pipeline route is 
noted. Based on our desktop review, it appears there would be 
sufficient vegetation remaining after construction to maintain a 
visual screening buffer between the commentor’s residence and 
his neighbor’s parcel as well as between the commentor’s
residence and Mower Road.

INDIVIDUALS
IND65 – Stefan C. Grelecki

Individuals Comments

IND65-1

Compensation for the removal of trees would be negotiated as 
part of the easement agreement between Rover and the 
landowner.  The wetland on the parcel would be avoided by 
Rover.  As discussed in section 2.0, Rover would parallel the ITC 
Corridor for portions of the route to minimize impacts.  However, 
due to constructability issues, presence of sensitive resources, 
presence of residential areas, and other pertinent issues, the route 
cannot follow the ITC corridor for its entire length.

IND65-2
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The commentors’ request for a reroute through the stated parcels 
is noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND66 – Evelyn Hornish Schlosser, Harold & Jean Hornish, William Steingass, and Phil Hornish

Individuals Comments

IND66-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND66 – Evelyn Hornish Schlosser, Harold & Jean Hornish, William Steingass, and Phil Hornish (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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Rover filed a minor variation in April 2016 which follows the 
requested reroute on parcels “A,” “B,” and “C” as identified by 
the commentors.  Based on Rover’s adoption of its April 2016 
reroute, we believe the commentors’ concerns for parcel OH-DE-
025.000 are adequately addressed.

INDIVIDUALS
IND66 – Evelyn Hornish Schlosser, Harold & Jean Hornish, William Steingass, and Phil Hornish (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND66-2

Rover filed a minor variation in April 2016 which follows the 
requested reroute on parcels “A,” “B,” and “C” as identified by 
the commentors.  Based on Rover’s adoption of its April 2016 
reroute, we believe the commentors’ concerns for parcel OH-DE-
026.000 are adequately addressed.

IND66-3

While Rover’s April 2016 route change approximated the route 
suggested by the landowner on parcels “A,” “B,” and “C,” it did 
not follow the route across parcels “D,” and “E.”  We have 
independently evaluated this route further and our analysis and 
conclusion for the requested variation is provided in table 3.4.3-
3. Based on our analysis, we determined that the proposed route 
is acceptable and we are not recommending a reroute through this 
parcel.

IND66-4

While Rover’s April 2016 route change approximated the route 
suggested by the landowner on parcels “A,” “B,” and “C,” it did 
not follow the route across parcels “D,” and “E.”  We have 
independently evaluated this route further and our analysis and 
conclusion for the requested variation is provided in table 3.4.3-
3. Based on our analysis, we determined that the proposed route 
is acceptable and we are not recommending a reroute through this 
parcel. 

IND66-5
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The EIS appropriately concludes that the Project would result in 
some significant and adverse impacts.  Our detailed analysis of 
such environmental impacts from the Project are described 
throughout the document.

INDIVIDUALS
IND67 – Sherry Miller

Individuals Comments

IND67-1

Applicants use a variety of criteria to identify the proposed routes 
for linear pipeline projects.  These can include constructability 
and engineering issues, environmental issues (such as limiting 
impacts on sensitive resources), proximity to residential areas, 
and ability to collocate with existing rights-of-way, among other 
criteria.  A reroute of the pipeline away from the commentor’s
parcel would result in impacts on additional landowners, 
increased impacts on forested land, and additional distance added 
to the overall Project.  See appendix I and table 3.4.3-3 of the EIS 
for our analysis of a reroute on this parcel.

IND67-3

See the response to comment LA3-1 regarding pipeline safety.  
See response to comment IND46-3 regarding liability in the 
event of a pipeline incident.

IND67-4

See the response to CO11-1 regarding landowner negotiations 
and eminent domain.  See the response to comment IND67-3 
regarding a reroute on the parcel.  The commentor’s opposition to 
the Project is noted.

IND67-5

See the response to comment LA3-1 regarding pipeline safety.IND67-2
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See the response to comment IND6-3 regarding our assessment 
of a reroute on the parcel.

INDIVIDUALS
IND67 – Sherry Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND67-6

See the response to comment CO14-4 regarding property values.IND67-7

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding eminent domain.IND67-8

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding eminent domain.IND67-9
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See the response to comment LA3-1 regarding pipeline safety.  
While cleared forested areas would result in a change to the 
viewshed for the residents of the parcel, the right-of-way would 
be revegetated and restored post-construction.

INDIVIDUALS
IND67 – Sherry Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND67-10
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See the response to CO16-4 regarding water wells within 150 
feet of the Project.

INDIVIDUALS
IND67 – Sherry Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND67-11
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See the response to comment IND67-3 regarding route 
development.  See the response to comment IND6-3 regarding a 
reroute on this parcel.

INDIVIDUALS
IND67 – Sherry Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND67-12

Rover would be required to follow the requirements in its 
Procedures, which provides mitigation measures to limit impacts 
on wetlands during construction.  Additionally, post-construction 
Rover would be required to restore the wetland to pre-
construction contours to maintain the original wetland hydrology 
and monitor the wetland until disturbed areas are successfully 
revegetated.

IND67-13
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See the response to comment IND6-3 regarding the pipeline route 
through the parcel.  The commentor’s statement regarding the 
distance from the garage to the pipeline is noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND67 – Sherry Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND67-14
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Impacts from construction and operation of the compressor 
station are addressed throughout section 4.0 of the EIS, and have 
been determined to not be significant, including at the school 
identified over 1 mile away.  In particular, impacts on air and 
noise are addressed in section 4.11 and safety is addressed in 
section 4.12.

INDIVIDUALS
IND67 – Sherry Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND67-15

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding landowner 
negotiations and eminent domain.

IND67-16
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The commentor’s statement regarding the plugged well on her 
property is noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND67 – Sherry Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND67-17
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INDIVIDUALS
IND67 – Sherry Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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See the response to comment IND6-5 regarding construction near 
active and inactive mines.

INDIVIDUALS
IND67 – Sherry Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND67-18

Through FERC’s dispute resolution service helpline, we are 
aware that induced vibration, or a low frequency sound from 
pipelines, has occurred at a limited number of natural gas 
facilities in the over 300,000 miles of transmission pipeline in the 
Unites States.  However, we are unaware of wide-scale cases of 
low frequency noise from natural gas transmission pipelines.  
With hundreds of thousands of residents near natural gas 
pipelines, we have seen no systemic evidence that natural gas 
pipelines are inducing noise effects on local residences.  This 
appears to be an isolated issue that continues to be addressed 
through the dispute resolution service and landowner helpline.  
Further, FERC regulations require that compressor stations 
cannot result in a perceptible increase in vibration at nearby 
receptors.

IND67-19

See the response to comment IND67-3 regarding route 
development.

IND67-20

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding eminent domain.IND67-21

T-649
Appendix T



See the response to comment IND6-5 regarding construction near 
active and inactive mines.

INDIVIDUALS
IND67 – Sherry Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND67-22
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INDIVIDUALS
IND67 – Sherry Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND67 – Sherry Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND67 – Sherry Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-653
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND67 – Sherry Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND67 – Sherry Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND67 – Sherry Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND67 – Sherry Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND67 – Sherry Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND67 – Sherry Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments
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The commentor’s statements regarding his farm are noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND68 – Curtis Johnson

Individuals Comments

IND68-1

See the response to comment LA2-8 regarding topsoil 
segregation.

IND68-2

Slight warming of the ground near the pipeline would not be 
expected to significantly change the soil temperature outside of 
the area directly around the pipeline or prevent topsoils from 
freezing.  In fact, snow accumulates along pipeline rights-of-way.

IND68-3
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The commentor’s support for the Projects is noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND69 – Steve DiPietro

Individuals Comments

IND69-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND69 – Steve DiPietro (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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Rover would be required to compensate the landowner for the 
entire workspace on the parcel.  Such workspace may vary in 
width depending on the land use type, terrain, and construction 
techniques used.  Once an easement agreement is reached, Rover 
would not be allowed to use any land outside of the agreed upon 
area.  Compensation would be determined during easement 
negotiations.  See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding 
landowner negotiations.

INDIVIDUALS
IND70 – Todd Billiter

Individuals Comments

IND70-1

See the response to comment IND11-1 regarding impacts on 
septic systems.  Based on our review of the construction 
workspace, the residence is about 65 feet from the proposed 
construction workspace.

IND70-2

Landowners are encouraged to discuss specific mitigation 
measures with Rover and its agents to accommodate livestock 
and cattle during temporary construction through pasture lands.  
Once construction is complete, Rover would be required to 
restore the pasture land in accordance with its Plan as well as 
additional measures as negotiated with the landowner.

IND70-3

The commentor’s statement regarding the proximity of the home 
to the pipeline is noted.  See the response to comment LA3-1 
regarding pipeline safety.

IND70-4

The commentor’s statement regarding the existing Eureka Hunter 
pipeline on the property is noted.

IND70-5

The commentor’s statement that Rover is not negotiating in good 
faith is noted.  See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding 
landowner negotiations.

IND70-6

Potential impacts and proposed mitigation measures regarding 
landslides are discussed in sections 4.1.3.4 and 4.1.5 of the EIS.

IND70-7

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding landowner 
negotiations.

IND70-8
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See the responses to comments CO5-1 and CO20-58.  As 
discussed in Rover’s AIMP, damaged tile will be staked or flag 
and the locations recorded using GPS.  The exposed tile lines will 
be screened or protected to prevent entry of sediment, animals, or 
foreign material.  Drain tile plans are being developed with 
landowners and Rover’s contractor, Land Stewards, for each 
farm parcel, and would be implemented during construction.  See 
also the response to comment CO14-3 regarding drain tile 
restoration plans.

INDIVIDUALS
IND71 – Richard L. Galehouse

Individuals Comments

IND71-1

Appendix T
T-664



Terrorism is discussed in section 4.12 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND71 – Richard L. Galehouse (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND71-2

Section 4.12.1 of the EIS explains that the DOT develops safety 
regulations to ensure safety in the design, construction, testing, 
operation, and maintenance of pipeline facilities.  These 
regulations include requirements for depth of cover.

IND71-3
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See the response to comment CO19-4 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.

INDIVIDUALS
IND72 – Karen Fox Esbenshade

Individuals Comments

IND72-1

See the response to comment CO19-4 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.  Water resources impacted by the Project are 
discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  See the response to comment 
LA3-1 regarding pipeline safety.

IND72-2
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See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding the need for the 
Project.

INDIVIDUALS
IND73 – Laura Mebert, PhD

Individuals Comments

IND73-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND73 – Laura Mebert, PhD (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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See the responses to comments CO15-11 and FA4-62 regarding 
climate change and upstream development.

INDIVIDUALS
IND74 – Laura Mebert, PhD

Individuals Comments

IND74-1
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See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding landowner 
negotiations and eminent domain.  The commentor’s objection to 
the Project is noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND75 – Lauren J. Walter

Individuals Comments

IND75-1

The FERC review process for the Rover Pipeline Project pertains 
only to the proposed action; that is, the interstate transportation of 
natural gas as described in Rover’s application and associated 
filings.  The Rover Pipeline, if certificated by the Commission, 
would not be authorized for the transportation of “gas, oil, 
petroleum products, or any other gases, liquids, or substances 
which can be transported through pipelines.”  If such a change 
were requested in the future, then the FERC, as well as other 
applicable federal, state, and local agencies would also have to 
review any proposed modification and make a determination on 
whether to grant approval.

IND75-2

See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding Project need.IND75-3

While Rover would be clearing forested land along the ITC 
Corridor, there appears to be sufficient remaining vegetation to 
provide a visual screen for the residence from the right-of-way, 
as well as from Mower Road.  About 20 feet of the Rover 
Pipeline right-of-way is overlapping the ITC right-of-way in this 
location.

IND75-4
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INDIVIDUALS
IND75 – Lauren J. Walter (cont’d)

Individuals Comments
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An assessment of the proposed route variations is presented in 
table 3.4.3-3 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND76 – Terry Lahr

Individuals Comments

IND76-1
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Individuals Comments

INDIVIDUALS
IND76 – Terry Lahr (cont’d)
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Individuals Comments

INDIVIDUALS
IND76 – Terry Lahr (cont’d)
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Individuals Comments

INDIVIDUALS
IND76 – Terry Lahr (cont’d)
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Individuals Comments

INDIVIDUALS
IND76 – Terry Lahr (cont’d)
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Individuals Comments

INDIVIDUALS
IND76 – Terry Lahr (cont’d)
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Appendix T



Individuals Comments

INDIVIDUALS
IND76 – Terry Lahr (cont’d)

Appendix T
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See the response to comment CO14-4 regarding property values.  
See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding landowner 
negotiations and eminent domain.

INDIVIDUALS
IND77 – Sheila Bittinger

Individuals Comments

IND77-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND77 – Sheila Bittinger (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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Rover would adhere to the measures outlined in its Procedures 
for construction through wetlands.  Rover would be required to 
restore the wetland identified in the comment once construction 
is completed.  A discussion on wetland impacts and mitigation 
measures can be found in section 4.4 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND78 – Richard L. Courtney

Individuals Comments

IND78-1
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See the responses to comments IND66-4 and IND66-5 regarding 
requested reroutes on the parcel.

INDIVIDUALS
IND79 – Evelyn Hornish Schlosser

Individuals Comments

IND79-1

Discussions of agricultural drain tile repair and crop production 
losses can be found in section 4.8.4 of the EIS.

IND79-2

The commentor’s objection to the route is noted.IND79-3
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There is not a minimum percentage of landowner agreements that 
must be signed before the use of eminent domain can be used.  
The FERC expects the company to enter into good faith 
negotiations with all landowners.  For additional discussion of 
the use of eminent domain, see the response to comment CO11-1.

INDIVIDUALS
IND79 – Evelyn Hornish Schlosser (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND79-4

See table 3.4.3-3 for our analysis and conclusions regarding the 
requested reroute.

IND79-5

See the response to comment CO14-4 regarding property values.IND79-6

See the responses to comments IND66-4 and IND66-5.IND79-7
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INDIVIDUALS
IND79 – Evelyn Hornish Schlosser (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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The commentor’s statement regarding the acoustics at the 
meeting are noted.  A full transcript of the meeting is available on 
both the FERC’s website at http://www.ferc.gov/docs-
filing/elibrary.asp and provided below in the public meetings 
sections of these responses to comments.

INDIVIDUALS
IND80 – John G. Bulick

Individuals Comments

IND80-1

The commentor’s statements on the meeting are noted.IND80-2

In determining whether to grant the Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity, the Commission reviews the local, 
regional, and national benefits of the project against any adverse 
impacts.  The nature of interstate pipelines is that they may cover 
several hundred miles in length, as this Project does, and while 
any given project may fill a need for a region as a whole, it may 
not benefit each community it crosses in the form of gas being 
delivered to local energy providers.  For additional discussion of 
eminent domain see the response to comment CO11-1.

IND80-3

T-685
Appendix T

http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/elibrary.asp
http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/elibrary.asp


See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding eminent domain.  
Section 4.8.4 discusses impacts and mitigation for agricultural 
lands.

INDIVIDUALS
IND81 – Edward and Judy Goshe

Individuals Comments

IND81-1

See the response to comment CO14-4 regarding property values.  
See the response to comment LA3-1 regarding pipeline safety.

IND81-2

A discussion of crop production levels can be found in section 
4.8.4.1 of the EIS.

IND81-3

While structures would not be allowed within the permanent 
right-of-way, most agricultural practices would be allowed to 
continue once construction of the Project is completed.

IND81-4
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As discussed in the EIS, Rover has indicated it would consult 
with landowners, tenants, and drainage district officials prior to 
construction to identify existing and planned drainage systems 
along the pipeline right-of-way.  Rover has proposed to restore 
agricultural drainage systems to their original conditions or 
better, and would continue restoration until systems are fully 
operating.  Specific requirements for drain tile repair are 
described in the Rover AIMP for Ohio and Michigan (see 
appendix G). See response to comment CO14-3 regarding drain 
tile plans. Additional discussion of agricultural drain tiles can be 
found in section 4.8.4.1 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND81 – Edward and Judy Goshe (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND81-5

While the FERC requires that applicants evaluate collocating 
project routes as part of project development, it is not always 
feasible to do so.  We have assessed several major route 
alternatives in section 3.2 of the EIS.  While Rover’s workers 
would continue to need access to the permanent right-of-way 
during operation, Rover would notify landowners prior to 
accessing the property.  Additionally, Rover would not be 
allowed to install additional lines without submitting an 
application to the FERC.  See the response 
to comment CO11-1 regarding landowner negotiations.

IND81-6

Rover would be required to access the right-of-way through 
designated access roads.  Rover has not proposed the 
landowner’s road as an access road for the Project.  Rover would 
only be authorized to use access roads that have been proposed as 
part of its Project as of the issuance of the final EIS.  Any use of 
existing access roads would be negotiated as part of an easement 
agreement and Rover would compensate the landowner for such 
use.

IND81-7

Section 4.3.2 of the EIS discusses impacts on water resources, 
including waterbody crossings.  Rover is proposing to cross Wolf 
Creek using an open cut.  See response to comment IND13-1 
regarding mitigation measures for open-cut crossings.

IND81-8

The commentors’ statements in opposition to the use of eminent 
domain are noted.

IND81-9
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The commentor’s support of the Project is noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND82 – Christopher Pereida

Individuals Comments

IND82-1
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Impacts on soils as well as mitigation measures are discussed in 
section 4.2.  Impacts and mitigation associated with agricultural 
lands are discussed in section 4.8.4 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND83 – Daniel E. Heer

Individuals Comments

IND83-1

As discussed in sections 4.2 and 4.3, Rover would implement the 
measures outlined in its CMPs (see appendix G) to minimize 
impacts associated with clearing, potential erosion, and 
equipment spills.  Impacts on water resources are discussed in 
section 4.3 of the EIS.

IND83-2
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See the response to comment FA4-12 regarding erosion.

INDIVIDUALS
IND83 – Daniel E. Heer (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND83-3

See the response to comment CO9-1 regarding crop loss, 
comment FA4-5 regarding soil compaction, and comment LA2-8 
regarding topsoil segregation.

IND83-4

The commentor’s statements regarding the economy are noted.  
Our analysis of the Project’s impacts on socioeconomics is 
presented in section 4.9 of the EIS.

IND83-5
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See the response to comment CO9-1 regarding crop loss.

INDIVIDUALS
IND83 – Daniel E. Heer (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND83-6
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